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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is responsive to the request for reconsideration filed on 
3/23/09. Accordingly, claims 9, 1 1 , 21 , 23 and 25 have been previously canceled and 
claims 1-8, 10, 12-20, 22, 24 and 26 are currently pending in this application. 



Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 3/23/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicants' argue Immonen does not disclose "classifying packets into a 
quantitative guarantee type packet having a request value that indicates quantitative 
value for communication quality or a relative guarantee type packet not having the 
request value that indicates quantitative value for communication quality" and 
"controlling a transmission order of the packets for every classified quantitative 
guarantee type packet in the quantitative guarantee type buffer and every classified 
relative guarantee type packet in the relative guarantee type buffer." However, 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Immonen teaches classifying a quantitative guarantee 
type packet having a request value that indicates quantitative value for communication 
quality (col. 8, lines 47-66; further described in col. 13, lines 9-14) or a relative 
guarantee type packet not having the request value that indicates quantitative value for 
communication quality (col. 9, lines 17-27 and col. 8, lines 35-43; QoS attributes are not 
indicated by user equipment; further described in col. 13, lines 15-18). Immonen further 
teaches control a transmission order of the packets for every classified quantitative 
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guarantee type packet in the quantitative guarantee type buffer (col. 8, lines 30-61; 
further described in col. 12, lines 54-56: prioritize certain IP flows) and every classified 
relative guarantee type packet in the relative guarantee type buffer (col. 8, lines 30-61; 
further described in col. 12, lines 54-56: prioritize certain IP flows). The a quantitative 
guarantee type buffer configured to store the quantitative guarantee type packet is 
located within SGSN 12 (col. 9, lines 6-10); and a relative guarantee type buffer 
configured to store the relative guarantee type packet is located within SGSN 12 (col. 9, 
lines 6-10). 

2. Applicant further states "Immonen et al. disclose the relative guarantee type 
packet not having a quantitative value for communication quality. However, these 
portions of Immonen et al. merely disclose that the SGSN of the cellular network 
provides default QoS profiles for equipment that otherwise does not provide a QoS 
value. That is, the SGSN of Immonen et al. actually ensures that all packets 
communicated by the Immonen et al. system have a QoS value. Thus, Immonen et al. 
discloses providing communication transmission based only on QoS classes, which 
provides a quantitative value for communication quality for all packets." Examiner 
acknowledges Applicants' argument. However, the claim limitation recites "a relative 
guarantee type packet not having the request value that indicates quantitative value for 
communication quality", which is taught by Immonen in col. 9, lines 17-27: "the user 
equipment 1 1 can but does not have to request a desired QoS profile for the requested 
transmission. After a transmission request has been received by the SGSN 12, it is first 
determined in the SGSN 12, whether the request by the user equipment 1 1 contains a 
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request for a specific QoS profile. In case no specific QoS profile is requested by the 
user equipment 11, it is checked from the configuration in the SGSN 12 which values of 
attributes are to be used as default profile for the requested connection." Therefore, the 
relative guarantee type packet does not initially have a request value that indicates 
quantitative value for communication quality. Furthermore, Examiner would like to note 
the specification discloses in paragraph 13, a relative guarantee type packet as "not 
requested any predetermined QoS or any specific request values" and further in 
paragraph 43, "Moreover, the packet classification unit 14a classifies a packet with a 
destination, which is a relative guarantee type mobile station that has not requested any 
request values for communication quality but has transmitted QoS class information 
such as DSCP into a relative guarantee type packet, and stores it in transmission 
buffer No. n+1 through No. N for storing relative guarantee type packets, and for a 
corresponding QoS class." Thus, Applicants' specification and Immonen both 
describe the relative guarantee type packet as not initially having a predetermined 
request value and it is Examiner's position that the claim limitations have been met and 
the rejection has been maintained. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Application/Control Number: 10/685,495 
Art Unit: 2416 



Page 5 



4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

5. Claims 1 - 4, 6 - 8, 10, 12 - 20, 22, 24 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Immonen et al. (US 7,010,305) in view of 
Hodgkinson et al. (US 7,209,437). 

Regarding claims 1, 14 and 15, Immonen teaches a radio communication system (Fig. 
1) comprising: a plurality of mobile stations (UE 11; only one illustrated, however 
plurality of mobiles exist in the communication system, col. 13, lines 43-45); and a base 
station (SGSN 12 and HLR 13) comprising: a packet classification unit (Fig. 4, PAC 34) 
configured to classify packets (col. 13, lines 9-25) received/transmitted from/to a 
plurality of mobile stations into a quantitative guarantee type packet having a request 
value that indicates quantitative value for communication quality (col. 8, lines 47-66; 
further described in col. 13, lines 9-14) or a relative guarantee type packet not having 
the request value that indicates quantitative value for communication quality (col. 9, 
lines 17-27 and col. 8, lines 35-43; QoS attributes are not indicated by user equipment; 
further described in col. 13, lines 15-18), a quantitative guarantee type buffer configured 
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to store the quantitative guarantee type packet (located within SGSN 12; col. 9, lines 6- 
10); a relative guarantee type buffer configured to store the relative guarantee type 
packet (located within SGSN 12; col. 9, lines 6-10); a transmission order controller (QoS 
profile 14 and service profile 15; col. 8, lines 33-34, 54-57) configured to control a 
transmission order of the packets for every classified quantitative guarantee type packet 
in the quantitative guarantee type buffer (col. 8, lines 30-61; further described in col. 12, 
lines 54-56: prioritize certain IP flows) and every classified relative guarantee type 
packet in the relative guarantee type buffer (col. 8, lines 30-61; further described in col. 
12, lines 54-56: prioritize certain IP flows); and a radio resource assignment unit 
(located within SGSN 12) configured to assign radio resources to the quantitative 
guarantee type packet in the quantitative guarantee type buffer and the relative 
guarantee type packet in the relative guarantee type buffer, according to the 
transmission order controlled by the transmission order controller (col. 8, lines 30-40, 
54-58; further described in col. 9, lines 33-47). 

Although Immonen teaches assigning radio resources to the quantitative 
guarantee type packet and the relative guarantee type packet, Immonen fails to 
explicitly teach wherein if radio resources still remain after assignment to the 
quantitative guarantee type packet in the quantitative guarantee type buffer, the radio 
resource assignment unit assigns remaining radio resources to the relative guarantee 
type packet in the relative guarantee type buffer. 

However, Hodgkinson teaches if radio resources still remain after assignment to 
the quantitative guarantee type packet in the quantitative guarantee type buffer, the 
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radio resource assignment unit assigns remaining radio resources to the relative 
guarantee type packet in the relative guarantee type buffer (col. 3, line 59 to col. 4, line 
4). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to assign remaining 
resources to the to the relative guarantee type packet, since the relative guarantee type 
packet is of a lower priority than the quantitative guarantee type packet and therefore, 
would utilize resources after higher priority packets. 

Regarding claim 2, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , wherein the 
transmission order controller gives priority to the quantitative guarantee type packet 
over the relative guarantee type packet, in the transmission order (col. 10, lines 30-40, 
further described in col. 12, line 50 to col. 13, line 27). 
Regarding claim 3, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , wherein the 
transmission order controller controls the transmission order based on a quality of 
service class (col. 13, lines 9-12). 

Regarding claim 4, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , wherein the 
transmission order controller controls the transmission order based on radio quality 
between the base station and the plurality of mobile stations (col. 8, lines 30-40, 54-58). 
Regarding claim 6, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , further comprising: a 
measurement unit (located within SGSN 12) configured to measure communication 
quality for the request value (col. 9, lines 53-62), wherein the transmission order 
controller compares the request value with a measured value by the measurement unit, 
and controls the transmission order based on a comparison result (col. 9, lines 53-62). 
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Regarding claim 7, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , further comprising: a 
measurement unit (located within SGSN 12) configured to measure communication 
quality for the request value (col. 9, lines 53-62), wherein the packet classification unit 
restrains storing the quantitative guarantee type packet in a transmission buffer for 
storing the packets, when a measured value by the measurement unit is more than the 
request value (col. 13, lines 58 to col. 14, line 3). 

Regarding claim 8, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , wherein the 
transmission order controller controls the transmission order such that a number of the 
quantitative guarantee type packets transmitted in unit time becomes equal to a number 
of packets satisfying the request value (col. 12, lines 50-66). 
Regarding claim 10, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , wherein the radio 
resource assignment unit assigns the radio resources to the quantitative guarantee type 
packet based on the request value (col. 8, lines 30-40, 54-58). 

Regarding claim 12, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , further comprising: 
a request value attached to a packet arrived from a core network, based on a quality of 
service class for the packet in the core network (col. 12, line 61 to col. 13, line 27), 
wherein the packet classification unit classifies a packet having the request value 
attached thereto into the quantitative guarantee type packet (col. 13, lines 9-14), and 
classifies a packet not having a request value attached thereto into the relative 
guarantee type packet (col. 13, lines 15-18). 

Immonen fails to explicitly disclose an attaching unit to attach the request value. 
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However, Immonen does disclose a packet with an attached request value 
arrived from a core network. 

In view of this, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to include an 
attaching unit for attaching the request value, in order to affix a particular request value 
to the packet. 

Regarding claim 13, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , further comprising: 
a determination unit (located within SGSN 12) configured to determine a quality of 
service class in a core network for a packet (col. 8, lines 30-46), which has been 
received from a mobile station and is to be transmitted to the core network, based on 
whether the packet is the quantitative guarantee type packet or the relative guarantee 
type packet (col. 8, lines 35-66). 

Regarding claims 16, 18 and 20, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1, 
wherein the packet classification unit classifies the packet into a quantitative guarantee 
type packet having a request value for communication quality that is not a QoS class 
(col. 8, lines 51-58). 

Regarding claims 17 and 19, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 16, wherein 
the packet classification unit classifies the packets into a quantitative guarantee type 
packet having a request value for at least one of a specific quantity of at least one of a 
transfer speed, a transfer delay or jitter (col. 8, lines 51-58). 
Regarding claims 22, 24 and 26, the combined teachings of Immonen and 
Hodgkinson describe the base station and method of claims 1,14 and 15, wherein 
Hodgkinson further teaches if radio resources still remain after assignment to the 
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relative guarantee type packets, the radio resource unit assigns the further remaining 
radio resources to the quantitative guarantee type packet further remaining in the 
quantitative guarantee type buffer (col. 3, line 59 to col. 4, line 4). 

6. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Immonen 
et al. (US 7,010,305) as applied to claim 1 and further in view of Rinne (US 
2005/0185651 A1). 

Regarding claim 5, Immonen teaches the base station of claim 1 , wherein the 
transmission order controller controls a transmission order of a plurality of quantitative 
guarantee type packets. 

Immonen fails to explicitly disclose wherein the transmission order controller 
controls a transmission order of a plurality of quantitative guarantee type packets having 
same request value, such that communication quality for the request value becomes 
same, among a plurality of mobile stations receiving/transmitting the quantitative 
guarantee type packets 

However, Rinne teaches wherein the transmission order controller controls a 
transmission order of a plurality of quantitative guarantee type packets having same 
request value, such that communication quality for the request value becomes same, 
among a plurality of mobile stations receiving/transmitting the quantitative guarantee 
type packets (page 6, paragraph 85). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify Immonen's 
system by controlling the transmission order of the quantitative guarantee type packets 
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having same request value, as taught by Rinne, for the purpose of scheduling packets 
with the same transmission requirements. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to RHONDA MURPHY whose telephone number is 
(571)272-3185. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 9:00 - 
5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Seema Rao can be reached on (571) 272-3174. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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